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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . Claims 1 -22 are pending. 

Priority 

2. Receipt is acknowledged of papers submitted under 35 U.S.C. 1 19(a)-(d), which 
papers have been placed of record in the file. 

Specification 

3. The title of the invention is not descriptive. A new title is required that is clearly 
indicative of the invention to which the claims are directed. 

The disclosure is objected to because of the following informalities: 
a. Page 1: "Background of the invention" heading missing. 
Appropriate correction is required. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 101 

4. 35 U.S.C. 101 reads as follows: 

Whoever invents or discovers any new and useful process, machine, manufacture, or composition of 
matter, or any new and useful improvement thereof, may obtain a patent therefor, subject to the 
conditions and requirements of this title. 

5. Claim 22 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 101 because the claimed invention is 
directed to non-statutory subject matter. 

Claim 22 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 101 because the claimed invention is 
directed to non-statutory subject matter. The cited claims do not produce a tangible 
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result. In most cases methods are only statutory when recorded on some computer- 
readable medium. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

6. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

7. Claims 1-22 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Hellerstein et al. (' Hellerstein ' hereinafter) (Patent Number 6,836,894) in view of 
Chandra et al. (' Chandra ' hereinafter) (Patent Number 6,216,132). 

As per claim 1 , Hellerstein teaches 

"presenting to a user for selection at least one filter, each of said at least one 
filter describing at least one of a type of objects and a type of relationships between 
objects, each type of objects and each type of relationships between objects being 
defined by a schema" (column 1 1 , lines 7-24); 

"receiving one or more user-selected filters" (column 1 1 , lines 7-24); 

"based on said one or more user-selected filters, selecting a set of objects ... 
each object of said set containing numerical data having a format suitable for a 
mathematical analysis" (column 11, lines 24-30); 
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"arranging said mathematical analysis of said numerical data" (column 1 1 , lines 
31-41); 

"and plotting a result of said mathematical analysis of said numerical data on a 
graph" (column 11, lines 31-41). 

Hellerstein does not explicitly indicate "selecting a root object ... each object of 
said set being related to said root object either directly, or through a chain of 
intermediate objects, where each chain of intermediate objects has the same length and 
all objects at a given level of each chain have a relationship with a parent object which 
is identical". 

However, Chandra discloses "selecting a root object ... each object of said set 
being related to said root object either directly, or through a chain of intermediate 
objects, where each chain of intermediate objects has the same length and all objects at 
a given level of each chain have a relationship with a parent object which is identical" 
(tree where each level corresponds to attribute, column 5, lines 34-46). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to combine 
Hellerstein and Chandra because using the steps of "selecting a root object ... each 
object of said set being related to said root object either directly, or through a chain of 
intermediate objects, where each chain of intermediate objects has the same length and 
all objects at a given level of each chain have a relationship with a parent object which 
is identical" would have given those skilled in the art the tools to improve the invention 
by enabling the user to use any filtering criterion expressible with the available 
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predicates. This gives the user the advantage of being able to choose which data to 
view and analyze. 

As per claim 2, Hellerstein teaches 

"obtaining said schema" (structured log descriptor, column 7, line 65 through 
column 8, line 34); 

"and populating said schema" (normalized data matrix, column 8, lines 35-51) 
Hellerstein does not explicitly indicate "with said root object and objects related to 
said root object". 

However, Chandra discloses "with said root object and objects related to said 
root object" (column 5, lines 34-46). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to combine 
Hellerstein and Chandra because using the steps of "with said root object and objects 
related to said root object" would have given those skilled in the art the tools to improve 
the invention by enabling the user to use any filtering criterion expressible with the 
available predicates. This gives the user the advantage of being able to choose which 
data to view and analyze. 

As per claim 3, 

Hellerstein does not explicitly indicate "said schema has object descriptors for 
describing objects and relationship descriptors for describing possible relationships 
between objects, said schema associating specific relationship descriptors between 
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specific object descriptors, and at least one of said object descriptors describing a type 
of numerical data". 

However, Chandra discloses "said schema has object descriptors for describing 
objects and relationship descriptors for describing possible relationships between 
objects, said schema associating specific relationship descriptors between specific 
object descriptors, and at least one of said object descriptors describing a type of 
numerical data" (column 5, lines 34-46). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to combine 
Hellerstein and Chandra because using the steps of "said schema has object 
descriptors for describing objects and relationship descriptors for describing possible 
relationships between objects, said schema associating specific relationship descriptors 
between specific object descriptors, and at least one of said object descriptors 
describing a type of numerical data" would have given those skilled in the art the tools to 
improve the invention by enabling the user to use any filtering criterion expressible with 
the available predicates. This gives the user the advantage of being able to choose 
which data to view and analyze. 

As per claim 4, 

Hellerstein does not explicitly indicate "said one or more user-selected filters 
comprise at least one relationship filter describing a given relationship for selecting 
objects having said given relationship with a parent object, and at least one object filter 
describing a given object type for selecting objects having said given object type". 
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However, Chandra discloses "said one or more user-selected filters comprise at 
least one relationship filter describing a given relationship for selecting objects having 
said given relationship with a parent object, and at least one object filter describing a 
given object type for selecting objects having said given object type" (filter attributes, 
column 5, lines 54-63 and column 6, lines 7-17). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to combine 
Hellerstein and Chandra because using the steps of "said one or more user-selected 
filters comprise at least one relationship filter describing a given relationship for 
selecting objects having said given relationship with a parent object, and at least one 
object filter describing a given object type for selecting objects having said given object 
type" would have given those skilled in the art the tools to improve the invention by 
enabling the user to use any filtering criterion expressible with the available predicates. 
This gives the user the advantage of being able to choose which data to view and 
analyze. 

As per claim 5, 

Hellerstein does not explicitly indicate "said given relationship is one of an 
attribute relationship and a content relationship". 

However, Chandra discloses "said given relationship is one of an attribute 
relationship and a content relationship" (column 6, lines 7-17). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to combine 
Hellerstein and Chandra because using the steps of "said given relationship is one of an 
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attribute relationship and a content relationship" would have given those skilled in the 
art the tools to improve the invention by enabling the user to use any filtering criterion 
expressible with the available predicates. This gives the user the advantage of being 
able to choose which data to view and analyze. 

As per claim 6, 

Hellerstein does not explicitly indicate "at least one of said relationship 
descriptors describes a format relationship and said one or more user-selected filters 
comprise a format filter describing a given format for selecting objects containing 
numerical data having said given format". 

However, Chandra discloses "at least one of said relationship descriptors 
describes a format relationship and said one or more user-selected filters comprise a 
format filter describing a given format for selecting objects containing numerical data 
having said given format" (column 6, lines 7-17). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to combine 
Hellerstein and Chandra because using the steps of "at least one of said relationship 
descriptors describes a format relationship and said one or more user-selected filters 
comprise a format filter describing a given format for selecting objects containing 
numerical data having said given format" would have given those skilled in the art the 
tools to improve the invention by enabling the user to use any filtering criterion 
expressible with the available predicates. This gives the user the advantage of being 
able to choose which data to view and analyze. 
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As per claim 7, 

Hellerstein does not explicitly indicate "said root object is selected based on a 
user input". 

However, Chandra discloses "said root object is selected based on a user input" 
(consumer registers, column 4, lines 42-54). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to combine 
Hellerstein and Chandra because using the steps of "said root object is selected based 
on a user input" would have given those skilled in the art the tools to improve the 
invention by enabling the user to use any filtering criterion expressible with the available 
predicates. This gives the user the advantage of being able to choose which data to 
view and analyze. 

As per claim 8, 

"selecting said mathematical analysis based on a user input" (column 1 1 , lines 
42-54; column 12, lines 5-15). 

As per claim 9, 

"said presenting comprises displaying at least one menu having at least one 
selectable item" (column 1 1 , lines 7-24). 

As per claim 10, 
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"said at least one menu comprises at least one menu providing one or more 
relationships for selection, and at least one menu providing one or more types of objects 
for selection" (column 1 1 , lines 7-24). 

As per claims 11-20, 

These claims are rejected on grounds corresponding to the arguments given 
above for rejected claims 1-10 and are similarly rejected. 

As per claim 21 , Hellerstein teaches 

"A computer system having a processor and a memory adapted for undertaking 
the method of claim 1" (column 6, lines 40-62). 

As per claim 22, 

This claim is rejected on grounds corresponding to the arguments given above 
for rejected claim 1 and is similarly rejected. 

Conclusion 

The prior art made of record, listed on form PTO-892, and not relied upon is 
considered pertinent to applicant's disclosure. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Jay A. Morrison whose telephone number is (571) 272- 
71 12. The examiner can normally be reached on M-F 8-4:30. 
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If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Tim Vo can be reached on (571 ) 272-3642. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 



Jay Morrison 
TC2100 




TC2100 



